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"Substantially Coplanar" 

The application makes it clear that the loops of wire must necessarily be substantially 
coplanar. They are formed by wrapping around a mandreL It is not seen how one could wrap 
loops of wire around a mandrel to form the annular ring shown in Figure 1 and shown in Figure 
10 in abutting relationship and still the loops end up not being substantially coplanar. The 
Examiner simply stales that it is "not clear that one winding will necessarily form a parallel loop 
to another winding'*. It is not clear to the Applicant how one could wrap windings around a 
mandrel, creating the structure shown in Figure 10, and the windings be anything but 
substantially parallel 

Referring to Figure 1, looking at the side view of the annular bundle, the rings are drawn 
as being parallel. The rings, starting from the inside to the outside, are four in number and they 
are drawn as concentric rings. Thus, they are clearly perfectly parallel. 

Similarly, the closer-up drawing (Figure 8) shows a plurality of abutting wires which are 
clearly concentric and again are perfectly parallel. Finally, Figure 10 shows a plurality of 
abutting wires that are packed in close packing- 

If the wires are closely packed, and are abutting, and are shown as being perfectly 
parallel in side view, it is not seen how the cross-section could show anything but either perfect 
parallel relationship or at least substantial parallel relationship. The only lack of parallel nature 
would be due to the very slight gaps between the individual windings shown in Figure 10, 

Since the diameter shown in Figure 1 is greatly enlarged, and the device must fit with 
its plane transverse to the length of a blood vessel, the loops must be very tight. The structure 
shown in Figure 1 is greatly enlarged, as is the structure shown in Figure 10. The net result of the 
windings of relatively thin wire is to form a substantially coplanar bundle of loops of wire. The 
reason why one loop would be substantially coplanar with the other is that this is a function of 
forming the loops by wrapping them around a common mandrel. Necessarily, the loops are 
shown as being wrapped in a parallel fashion, and once they are wrapped in parallel fashion, so 
that the direction of wrapping is generally in a plane transverse to the length of the mandrel on 
which the windings are wrapped, there is no other result but that the windings are substantially 
parallel and the resulting structure includes substantially coplanar windings. 

Therefore, the rejection should be reversed. 
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"Flattened Helical Coil" 

Oddly, the Examiner relies on a definition of a helix (not in the record in this case) to 
make the argument that what is taught in the present application is not a helix. Of course, this 
argument is completely illogical because a helix is not claimed. 

A flattened helical coil is claimed. As pointed out in the Appeal Brief and never 
addressed by the Examiner, it is impossible to wrap coils around a mandrel and not make 
something that is helical (i.e., like a helix, even if not a perfect helix). Given the fact that the 
windings are all abutting, as shown in Figures 1 and 10 and as pointed out in the Appeal Brief, 
what is shown is clearly a flattened helical coil. In other words, the action of wrapping the wire 
around a mandrel produces a helical coil, and the fact that the windings are collapsed down on 
one another produces a flattened helical coil. Specifically, if one took a helical spring and simply 
collapsed it along its axis, a flattened helical coil results, completely consistent with the language 
currently used in the claims. 

The Examiner's arguments concerning a helix merely set up a strawman argument 
irrelevant to the claimed limitation. Since the Examiner has not even addressed the actual claim 
limitation, the rejection should be reversed. 

"Wraps Back", "Turned Back" 

With respect to the limitation "wraps back" or ''turns back", the Examiner says that the 
plain meaning of this language requires a change in direction such that there is a direction 
change. 

The figures show that each of the loops is circular in nature. By definition, a circle is 
made up of continuing change of direction. Thus, if one takes a length of wire and wraps it back 
upon itself, one forms a loop wherein the loop is a circular length of a portion of a straight piece 
of wire. An additional portion of that straight piece of wire may extend beyond the initial end of 
the wire after wrapping back on itself. That length of wire may then be wrapped around in a 
circular arrangement (inherent in wrapping around a mandrel) so that it is 'turned back" or 
"wrapped back" upon itself once again, until it passes the initial end of the wire. 

Each of these circular loops, as shown in Figure 1, wraps back upon itself because, as 
pointed out by the Examiner, there is a change in direction along the length of each loop. Since 
there is no basis for the rejection, it should be reversed. 
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"Helical Coil of a Plurality of Closed Loops" 

The Examiner contends that it is not clear that any of the loops close on themselves in 
360 degrees. It is respectfully submitted that it is simply impossible to wrap the windings about a 
mandrel and form the compressed arrangement shown in Figures 1 , 10, and 8 in any other way. 
The Examiner suggests no such geometry. One skilled in the art would, beyond all reasonable 
doubt, understand that when one wrapped the coils around a mandrel and then formed the 
flattened structure shown in the figures, where the wraps are compressed or flattened upon 
themselves, that a helical coil of plurality of closed loops is shown. In contrast, a C-shaped loop 
would not be a closed loop, but if the two ends of the C were brought together by coiling the 
structure* one or more closed loops would form. 

The language is clear, simple, and direct. There is no basis for any rejection, and the 
outstanding rejection should therefore be reversed. 

"Are Mutually Exclusive Features Being Claimed" 

The Examiner seems to believe that the requirement that the loops be parallel and 
substantially coplanar is somehow inconsistent. He is wrong. 

As an analogy, consider a building with a fire escape. On each floor there is a landing, 
and between successive floors there is a ramped metal ladder- Thus, each of the landings for each 
floor are parallel. If the floors and the fire escape were flattened* the landings could continue to 
be parallel, but as the ramped ladders flattened or folded, the structure would eventually result in 
landings that were substantially coplanar. Thus, something can be not perfectly coplanar and still 
be made up of portions that are parallel. 

The analogy applies to wraps of wire. Each loop may be made up of a relatively planar 
portion connected by inclined portions that connect successive planar portions together in the 
same way that the ladders connect landings together. In the case of the tight bundle of loops, we 
have the analogy to the collapsed fire escape structure. Each of the relatively parallel portions are 
closely spaced from the one below, resulting in a substantially coplanar arrangement of parallel 
portions. 
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Therefore, the rejection should be reversed. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: November 3. 2008 
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